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REMARKS 

Claims 1-24 were in the application as filed. Applicant acknowledges with thanks the 
Examiner's determination that claims 13 and IS are free of the uncovered prior ait. The 
Examiner previously identified the following allegedly patentably distinct inventions: Group I, 
claims 1-10; Group U, claims 1 1-20; and Group HI, claims 21-24. Applicant provisionally 
elected, with traverse, claims 11 -20 (Groi^) II) for prosecution. The Examiner has withdrawn 
claims 1-10 and 21-24 from further examination. Consequently, claims 1-10 and 21-24 have 
been cancelled without prejudice. 

By the present Amendment, claims 25 and 30, which are essentially claims 13 and 15 
rewritten in independent form, have been added and are believed to be in condition for 
allowance. Claims 26-29 and 31-34, which depend torn claims 25 and 30, respectively, have 
been added and are believed to be in condition for allowance. Claims 13 and 15 have been 
cancelled without prejudice. Claim 1 1 has been amended to correct typographic errors; no new 
matter has been added by the amendment. Claims 12, 14, and 1 6-20 remain in the application 
unamended. 

In this Office Action, the Examiner has rejected claims 11-12, 14, and 16-19 under 35 
U.S.C. §102(e) as allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,1 13,271 to Scott et al., and claims 
1 1-12, 14, and 16-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 
4,840,270 to Caputo et al. These rejections are respectfully traversed. Reconsideration of the 
rejections is requested in view of the amendments and the following remarks. 
Rejections under 35 U.S.C. 8 lOlfe^ 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 1-12, 14, and 16-19 under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as 
allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 6,1 13,271 to Scott et al. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Scott et al. *271 discloses a dual-adhesive resealable label in which the label is attached to 
a package through an adhesive applied along one edge of the label which is stronger than a 
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resealable adhesive allied to the remainder of the label. The non-resealable adhesive defines a 
"stop" which prevents the complete removal of the label during ordinary use. However, the non- 
resealable adhesive would not prevent the removal of the label if sufficient pulling force were 
applied. Nowhere in the Scott et al. '271 patent is there any reference to the use of heat sealing 
to attach the label along one edge to the package. 

Claim 1 1 defines a film assembly comprising a label which is permanently attached to a 
film adjacent to an at least partially die-cut opening in the film through a heat seal at one edge 
portion of the label adjacent to the at least partially die-cut opening. The heat sealing process 
*VeIds" or permanently secures the label to the fihn. Scott et al. *271 does not disclose heat 
sealing to attach the label to the package. Furthermore, heat sealing is an entirely different 
mechanism of securing the label to the fihn (i.e. welding of two materials together) than the 
application of an adhesive (i.e. gluing two materials together using a third material). Thus, claim 
11 is not anticipated by Scott et al. '271. Because claims 12, 14, and 16-19 depend fiom claim 
1 1, claims 12, 14, and 16-19 are similarly not anticipated by Scott et al. '271 . Thus, claims 1 1- 
12, 14, and 16-19 are in condition for allowance. 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 1-12, 14, and 16-20 under 35 U.S.C, § 102(e) as 
allegedly anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 4,840,270 to Caputo et al. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. 

Caputo et al. *270 discloses a single-adhesive recloseable flap in which the flap is 
attached to a package along one edge by treating the package at the attachment area with a corona 
discharge to improve the adhesive properties of the treated area. According to C^uto et al. *270, 
the portion of the package body where the label is to be non-resealably attached is treated with 
the corona discharge, which converts the treated attachment area to an oxidized **reactive" 
surface. The label with adhesive ^lied is then attached to the package body. The oxidized 
••reactive" surface facilitates a stronger bond of the adhesive to the treated area of the package 
body than the untreated areas. (Caputo et al. '270, col. 2, k. 48-59). However, the modified 
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adhesive bond would not prevent the removal of the label if sufficient pulling force were applied. ^ 
Nowhere in the Ca^uto et al. '270 patent is there any reference to the use of heat sealing to 
attach the label along one edge to the package. 

As explained above, claim 1 1 defines a fihn assembly comprising a label which is 
permanently attached to a fihn adjacent to an at least partially die-cut opening in the fihn through 
a heat seal at one edge portion of the label adjacent to the at least partially die-cut opening. 
Caputo et al. *270 does not disclose heat sealing to attach the label to the package. As descussed 
above, heat sealing involves an entirely different mechanism than use of an adhesive. Thus, 
claim 1 1 is not anticipated by Caputo et al. *270. Because claims 12, 14, and 16-20 depend fi^om 
claim 1 U claims 12, 14, and 16-20 are similarly not anticipated by Caputo et al. *270. Thus, 
claims 11-12, 14, and 16-20 are in condition for allowance. 

Early notification of allowability is respectfiilly requested. 



Respectfiilly submitted, 

William M. Muir, Jr. and Frank G. deBruin 
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